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In early 2011, a professor of astronomy at a Minnesota community college spoke out agains  the 
current zodiac system. The Star Tribune of Minneapolis picked up his story that announced that, 
due to a slight change in the Earth’s axis, the zodiac signs were in the wrong place. Thus if you 
thought you were a Pisces you are “actually Aquarian” (Ward, 2011). The professor purported 
that this “wobble” meant that the zodiac signs had new dates and that there was, in fact, a 13th 
sign (CNN, 2011). For example, the sign Aquarius, ranging from January 21 to February 18, was 
reported as now ranging from February 16 to March 11. 
As news of this report spread around the world due to social media and air time on major news 
networks such as CNN, many devout horoscope followers were thrown into a panic. Astrologists 
around the country were bombarded with questions and concerns from their clients while many 
believers took to Facebook and Twitter to voice distress. One Twitter user asked, “Does that 
mean that I’m not anymore who I used to be?” and others were reported as asking similar identity 
questions (McKinley, 2011). Unintentionally, this professor had started a small astrology identity 




This incident exemplifies the potential uncertainty of the self-concept when faced with 
contradictory information. The author posits that this contradictory information can come about 
in the form of new information (as in the above incident) or in the light of negative feedback 
following an activity that is central to a person’s self-concept. The purpose of the present research 
is to investigate the effects of negative feedback on clarity of the self-concept. Furthermore, the 
author asserts that this effect should be moderated by the extent that the new information conflicts 










The Self Concept 
For several decades, psychologists have adjusted and refined the field’s view of the self-concept 
(see Kihlstrom & Cantor, 1984; Kihlstrom, Cantor, Albright, Chew, Klein & Niedenthal, 1988; 
Markus, 1977; Markus & Wurf, 1987). Currently the self-concept is viewed and efined as the 
knowledge of one’s self that includes values, beliefs, goals, and attributes that are specific such as 
physical characteristics (Campbell, Trapnell, Heine, Katz, Lavallee, & Lehman, 1996). The 
stability of the self-concept has been thoroughly explored in research. For example, Diehl, 
Jacobs, and Hastings (2006) found participants’ selves (e.g., self with famly, self with friends, 
etc.) were stable and consistent across time. The implications of thi research suggest that the 
more a person can feel and behave in a way that is consistent with his or her self-concept, the 
greater the stability of the self-concept (Diehl, Jacobs, & Hastings, 2006). Further research on the 
self-concept has focused on two sub areas: content and structure (Campbell, Assanand, & Di 
Paula, 2003). Each area has been broken down even further in an attempt to explain the complex 




Self-concept content is divided into knowledge and evaluative components (Campbell et al, 1996; 
Campbell, Assanand, & Di Paula, 2003). Self-concept knowledge has been reported as being how 
one answers the question “Who am I?” whereas self-concept evaluation is how one answers the 
question “How do I feel about who I am?” For example, Jackson might define himself as a 
baseball player because he has a talent for hitting and throwing a baseball (knowledge 
component) and believing that he is a good baseball player makes him feel good about himself 
(evaluative component). Self-content structure can also be divided into two subareas that include 
pluralism (complexity and compartmentalization of the self-concept) and unity (differentiation, 
clarity, discrepancies, and aspects of the self-concept). Self-concept pluralism refers to the 
amount of “specialized identities” one possesses whereas self-concept unity refers to the 
possession of “coherent, integrated selves” (Campbell, Assanand, & Di Paula, 2003). 
With the foundation of content and structure set firm, psychologists have focused on one central 
question in the area of the self-concept: how do we form it? The answer to this complex question 
comes as a combination of past experiences and social comparison. Markus (1977) tates that we 
develop information about ourselves based upon past experiences and then orient our behavior in 
a way that fits this past information. Because we must use past informati n, one must consider the 
role of memory in self-concept development. To infer about one’s self-concept, on must use 
both episodic and semantic memory (Kihlstrom & Cantor, 1984). Semantic memory includes our 
general knowledge of the world while episodic memory includes our personal experiences. 
Therefore, Jackson might develop the self-concept of “I am a good baseball player” because he 
knows that other baseball players that have a similar batting average as himself are considered 
good players (semantic) and he remembers that he is a good hitter based upon the memories he 
has of batting during games (episodic).  
Social comparison is also a factor in defining one’s self-concept. Social c mparison can be 




1954). Gilbert, Giesler, and Morris (1995) found that social comparison can occur outside of 
awareness and that, like conscious social comparison, self-evaluation effects occur. Social 
comparison thus makes it possible to understand our place as compared to those around us and in 
doing so, provides us with information on what can be for our possible selves (Suls, Martin & 
Wheeler, 2002). The implications for this will be discussed further in the proposal. It is important 
to emphasize here that the self-concept does partly depend on peoples’ social environment (i.e., 
the people around them). This concept will be used in the proposed experiment.   
Self-Concept Clarity 
As noted above, there are many aspects about the structure of the self-conc pt. However, this 
proposed study will only focus on one of these aspects: self-concept clarity. Self-concept clarity 
(SCC) is the extent that the contents of one’s self-concept are clearly d fined, consistent, and 
temporally stable (Campbell et al., 1996). Extensive research has been conducted over the past 
twenty years to extend the field’s knowledge of SCC and how those high in SCC differ in several 
areas compared to those low in SCC. Those low in SCC have been demonstrated to hav low
grades in school (Thomas & Gadbois, 2007), and used the internet more in an attempt to define 
their selves (Matsuba, 2006). Those high in SCC were more likely to use cooprative problem-
solving techniques than their low in SCC counterparts during social conflict (Bechtoldt, De Dreu, 
Nijstad, & Zapf, 2010) and had higher relationship satisfaction and commitment (Lewandowski 
Jr., Nardone, & Raines, 2009). In regards to self-esteem, it has been shown that those lower in 
SCC are also low in self-esteem (Campbell, 1990; Stinson, Wood, & Doxey, 2008; Story, 2004).  
The influences of personality factors on SCC have also been investigatd. SCC has been shown to 
positively correlate with neuroticism, conscientiousness, agreeableness, a d extraversion but was 
not correlated with openness to experience (Campbell, 1996). Stucke and Sporer (2002) found 




ego-threat. This research found that people low in SCC but high in narcissism are more likely to 
give negative evaluations than individuals with high SCC (Stucke & Sporer, 2002).  
Lastly, SCC has been explored across certain demographical information. For gende , it has been 
found that women’s SCC can be altered through a self-reflection process about their traits but for 
men this does not occur (Csank & Conway, 2004). Culturally, SCC has been found to differ 
between Western and non-Western cultures. Campbell and her colleagues (1996) found that 
Canadian participants had higher SCC than Japanese participants1.  Lastly, it has been shown that 
older adults have higher SCC than younger adults (Bluck & Alea 2009). 
Self-Concept and Goals 
In addition to the types of memory one uses to define the self, Kihlstrom and colleagues (1988) 
also argued that individuals must use the thought of potential future selves as a source of the self-
concept. By doing this, one can orient oneself on a path that will lead to achieving that desired 
future self. Kihlstrom and colleagues (1988) stated that this future self will provide a foundation 
that one can build upon and will “suggest the distance to be covered, or changes to be made” until 
this future self is achieved (p. 165). These statements suggest that in order to become the person 
we want to be, we must imagine that future self and then set ourselves up to achieve it. This 
assertion fits well with goal literature. Setting a goal requires that one determine the expected 
value of achieving that goal if one has the means to achieve it (see Custers, 2009; Locke & 
Latham, 2002; Oettingen & Stephens, 2009). In line with Kihlstrom and colleagues (1988) as 
well as the goal literature, Markus and Wurf (1987) further asserted that people not only select 
goals that will represent future achievement but also will provide lasting elf-definitions. 
Therefore, we set goals now that potentially assist us in becoming the people we want to become 
in the future.  
                                                          
1   Campbell and colleagues (1996) hypothesized that the difference in SCC between the Canadian and 
Japanese participants could have been due to the naure of the items on the original Self-Concept Clarity 





De Dreu and Knippenberg (2005) stated that people develop a sense of ownership ove argum nts 
during an altercation because these arguments become an extension of their self-concept. 
Research has been conducted on how individuals can also become fused with others. Swann and 
colleagues found that individuals can become fused with their social group by a depersonalization 
process (Swann, Gomez, Seyle, Morales, & Huici, 2009). This act of inclusion has also been 
shown to occur with closer others such as romantic partners (see Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992; 
Slotter, Gardner & Finkel, 2010). Burkley, Anderson, and Curtis (2012) assert the same premise 
except with a person’s goal similar to an argument, group or close other. This act of inclusion is 
what Burkley et al (2012) terms Goal Fusion. Goal Fusion can be defined as the extent that 
people include a specific goal into their self-concept. In order to measure this novel construct, 
Burkley et al (2012) developed a measure of goal fusion and found across different goals that the 
degree of goal fusion impacts goal relevant thoughts, behavior and affect. That is, people who are 
fused with their goals show greater goal commitment, consider their goal as more important, and 
are more willing to exert effort toward goal attainment. Importantly, these effects have been 
demonstrated even after controlling for other goal-relevant constructs (e.g., contingencies of self-
worth). 
Present Theory 
The goal of the present study was to investigate the degree that negative feedback effects self-
concept clarity and how these effects are moderated by goal fusion. Although the self b comes 
extremely resistant over time, it is still susceptible to contradictory information (Markus, 1977). 
Ayduk, Gyruk, and Luerssen (2009) demonstrated that SCC can decrease in certain people 
following rejection feedback (i.e., not being picked for an activity by other peers). These findings 




resistance. In light of the information that has been provided here, I hypothesized that individuals 
who received negative feedback and who were highly fused with the target goal would display 
lower self-concept clarity than individuals who receive positive feedback. For instance, if I 
consider myself a jogger and jogging is highly included into my self-concept compared to 
someone that simply “goes jogging on the weekends,” then my reaction to breaking my le  and 
being unable to ever jog again will be vastly different in terms of how I see mys lf (i.e., self-
concept clarity). Compared to someone that does not include the goal of jogging into the r 











Participants and Design 
One hundred and seventy-two students (98 women) participated in this study for course credit. 
These participants were college students from Oklahoma State University who were currently 
taking a psychological course. Participants were randomly assigned to one of three experimental 
conditions: positive feedback (N = 56), negative feedback (N = 57), or no feedback (N = 59).  
Procedure and Materials 
Participants volunteered for the study through the SONA system. Upon arrival, participants were 
asked to read and sign a consent form (Appendix A) detailing the purpose of the study, possible 
risks and benefits of participation, and information about the researchers. Participants then 
completed the Goal Fusion question (Appendix B) that consists of a pictorial item that assesses 
the extent to which an individual includes a goal into their identity. Next, participants had twenty 
minutes to complete an analytical section of a standardized test (Appendix C). The purpose of the 





After twenty minutes, the researcher collected the analytical questionnaire and provided false 
feedback based upon the condition that the participant was randomly assigned. That is,
participants were given either positive feedback (they scored higher than other OSU psychology 
students), negative feedback (they scored lower than other OSU psychology student ), or no 
feedback (see Appendix D for complete feedback scripts).  
After the feedback, the participants were asked to complete the Self-Concept Clarity Scale 
(SCCS; Campbell et al, 1996; Appendix E), the Identity Disturbance items (Appendix F), career 
and school major self-concept clarity items (Appendix G), and a demographic questionnaire 
(Appendix H). The primary dependent variable for this study was the partici nt’s SCC score. 
The SCCS is used to measure a person’s self-concept and how clearly this concept is defined. 
This scale consists of 12 items that are rated on a 7-point Likert scale (-3 = Strongly disagree, 3 = 
Strongly agree). High scores on the SCCS indicate a more clearly defined self-conc pt. 
Participants were debriefed upon completion. During the debriefing, the researcher described, in 
detail, the deception that was used and the motive for it (see Appendix I for complete debriefing 
details). Participants were free to ask any questions that they might have during the debriefing 
session. Before leaving, participants were provided a copy that consisted of contact information 










Primary Analysis  
Hierarchical regression analyses were conducted to assess whether Goal Fusion moderated the 
relationship between feedback and SCC. Specifically, SCC was regressed onto the full range of 
Goal Fusion (mean-centered) and a two dummy coded condition variables (00 = No Feedback; 01 
= Positive Feedback; 10 = Negative Feedback), and the multiplicative cross-product of Goal 
Fusion and condition. Independent main effects of Goal Fusion and condition were entered into 
the first block of the regression equation and the cross-products were added in the second block 
(Blanton & Jaccard, 2006). The results for this regression analysis are presented in Table 1.  
Results from the first block indicated none of the main effects weresignificant, although there 
was a hint for the impact of Goal Fusion, t(166) = 1.59, p = .12. Results from the second block 
indicated that the interactions were also not significant. It can be seen in Figure 1 that the results 
are trending in the predicted direction for the Positive Feedback and Negative Feedback 
conditions with individuals receiving Positive Feedback and who were high in Goal Fusion 
demonstrating higher SCC scores and individuals receiving Negative Feedback in the same fusion 





Results from the first block indicated none of the main effects weresignificant, although there 
was a hint for the impact of Goal Fusion, t(166) = 1.59, p = .12. Results from the second block 
indicated that the interactions were also not significant.  
Table 1. Goal Fusion × Feedback (success, failure, and none) on SCC 
Model  B SE β t p 
1 Constant 10.23 1.81  5.66 .00 
 Goal 
Fusion 
1.67 1.06 .12 1.58 .12 
 Positive 
Feedback 
1.21 2.59 .04 .47 .64 
 Negative 
Feedback 
-.33 2.58 -.01 -.13 .90 
2 Constant 10.23 1.82  5.62 .00 
 Goal 
Fusion 
1.69 2.04 .12 .83 .41 
 Positive 
Feedback 
1.24 2.61 .04 .47 .64 
 Negative 
Feedback 
-.30 2.60 -.01 -.12 .91 
 Interaction 
Positive 
.30 2.63 .01 .11 .91 
 Interaction 
Negative 
































It can be seen in Figure 1 that the results are trending in the predicted direction for the Positive 
Feedback and Negative Feedback conditions, with individuals receiving Positive Feedback and 
who were high in Goal Fusion demonstrating higher SCC scores and individuals receiving 
Negative Feedback in the same fusion level reporting lower SCC scores. However, this is only 
possible when ignoring the first or lowest level on Goal Fusion that was composed of only two 
individuals. 
I also conducted hierarchical regression analyses with the identity disturbance items as the 
dependent variable instead of SCC. These items were regressed onto the full range of Goal Fusion 
(mean-centered and a two dummy coded condition variables (00 = No Feedback, 01 = Positive 
Feedback, 10 = Negative Feedback) and the multiplicative cross-product of Goal Fusion and 
condition as in the above analyses. Once again the independent main effects of Goal Fusion and 
condition were entered into the first block of the regression equation and the cross-products were 
added in the second block (Blanton & Jaccard, 2006).  
Table 2. Goal Fusion × Feedback (success, failure, and none) on Identity Disturbance Items 
Model  B SE β t p 
1 Constant -14.06 1.73  -8.14 .00 
 Goal 
Fusion 
-2.21 1.01 -.17 -2.19 .03 
 Positive 
Feedback 
-1.68 2.48 -.06 -.68 .50 
 Negative 
Feedback 
-1.61 2.47 -.06 -.65 .51 
2 Constant -14.02 1.74  -8.08 .00 
 Goal 
Fusion 
-3.56 1.95 -.27 -1.82 .07 
 Positive 
Feedback 
-1.72 2.49 -.06 -.69 .49 
 Negative 
Feedback 
-1.72 2.48 -.06 -.70 .49 
 Interaction 
Positive 
1.39 2.51 .07 .56 .58 
 Interaction 
Negative 





The first block of results indicated that the main effect of Goal Fusion was significant, t(166) = -
2.19, p < .05. However no other significant results were found in the rest of the analyses (first and 
second blocks). The results for this regression analysis are presented in Table 2. Looking at 
Figure 2, the trend for individuals in the Positive Feedback condition is what I expected when 
you, once again, ignore the least fused group that only consisted of two individuals. Looking at 
the other four fusion levels and the Positive Feedback condition only, one can s e that as 
individuals become more fused with the goal, the reported scores on the identity isturbance 
items tended to decrease as expected. The No Feedback and Negative Feedback conditions were 
not in any expected trend.  
  
Exploratory Analyses 
Upon looking at the line graph of the results (see Figure 1 and Figure 2), it is clear that the No 
Feedback condition did not act like the baseline as predicted. Instead, th  No Feedback condition 
was an erratic up and down pattern. This is problematic since the above analysis uses the No 
Feedback condition as a comparison. To address this issue, I conducted a set of exploratory 































two individuals who made up the lowest possible Goal Fusion category because they were 
outliers, resulting in a sample size of 111 participants. SCC was regress d onto the full range of 
Goal Fusion (mean-centered), a dummy coded condition variable (0 = Positive; 1 = Negative), 
and the multiplicative cross-product of Goal Fusion and condition.  
 Table 3. Goal Fusion × Feedback (success and failure) on SCC 
Model  B SE β t p 
1 Constant 10.48 1.83  5.73 .00 
 Goal 
Fusion 
2.92 1.27 .22 2.30 .02 
 Feedback -.65 2.56 -.02 -.25 .80 
2 Constant 10.46 1.82  5.73 .00 
 Goal 
Fusion 
4.57 1.79 .34 2.56 .01 
 Feedback -.53 2.55 -.02 -.21 .84 
 Interaction -3.32 2.54 -.17 -1.31 .19 
 
Once again, the independent main effects of Goal Fusion and condition were entered into the first 
block of the hierarchical regression equation and the cross-product was added in the second block 
(Blanton & Jaccard, 2006). The results for this regression analysis are presented in Table 
3.Results from the first block revealed a significant main effect of Goal Fusion, t(107) = 2.30, p < 
.05. The main effect for condition was not significant, t(107) = -.25, p = .80. Although results 
from the second block indicate that the predicted interaction was not significant, there was a hint 
of an effect, t(107) = -1.31, p = .19.  
As expected and seen in Figure 3, individuals in the Positive Feedback condition that were most 
fused with the goal reported clearer self-concepts than individuals who were in the Negative 
Feedback at the same fusion level. Likewise, individuals in the Negativ  Feedback condition and 
that least fused with the goal reported clearer self-concepts than individuals in the Positive 





I also conducted a similar set of regressions on the difference score between 90 participants pre- 
and post-assessments of SCC (Table 4). The sample was reduced from 111 participants o 90 
participants because 21 participants had contradictory identification information between the 
prescreener and the actual survey and therefore could not be included in this analysis.  
Table 4. Goal Fusion × Feedback (success and failure) on SCC (Post SCC – Pre SCC) 
Model  B SE β t p 
1 Constant 6.37 1.37  4.63 .00 
 Goal 
Fusion 
1.30 .98 .14 1.33 .19 
 Feedback -2.29 1.92 -.13 -1.20 .24 
2 Constant 6.29 1.38  4.55 .00 
 Goal 
Fusion 
1.96 1.38 .21 1.42 .16 
 Feedback -2.20 1.93 -.12 -1.14 .26 
 Interaction -1.34 1.96 -.10 -.68 .50 
 
In this analysis, I tested if Goal Fusion and/or condition impacted participants cha ge in SCC 
score. Results indicated that the main effects and the interaction were not significant. Figure 4 
demonstrates that the Positive Feedback condition was in a suitable trend fo  my predictions with 
SCC scores increasing as fusion with the goal increased. However, the Negative Feedback 
































Finally, I examined the identity disturbance items in relation to Goal Fusion and two Feedback 
conditions. Results, presented in Table 5, from the first block revealed a significant main effect of 
Goal Fusion, t(107) = -2.10, p < .05. The main effect for condition was not significant, t(107) = -
.26, p = .79. Results from the second block indicate the predicted interaction was also not 
significant, t(107) = 1.19, p = .24.  
Table 5. Goal Fusion × Feedback (success and failure) on Identity Disturbance Items 
Model  B SE β t p 
1 Constant -14.99 1.81  -8.30 .00 
 Goal 
Fusion 
-2.64 1.26 -.20 -2.10 .04 
 Feedback -.66 2.52 -.03 -.26 .79 
2 Constant -14.97 1.80  -8.31 .00 
 Goal 
Fusion 
-4.12 1.76 -.31 -2.34 .02 
 Feedback -.77 2.52 -.03 -.30 .76 
 Interaction 2.99 2.50 .16 1.19 .24 
 
Noting Figure 5, it can be seen that the results were in the expected trend. Indivi uals who were 
in the Positive Feedback condition and were most fused with the goal reported lower scores on 
the identity disturbance items than individuals in the Negative Feedback condition at the same 





























reported lower scores on the identity disturbance items than those in the Positive Feedback 


































The aim of the present study was to provide evidence that Goal Fusion would moderate the effect 
of feedback on self-concept clarity. The results provided above did not support my original 
hypothesis that Goal Fusion and Feedback would interact to impact SCC. However, th  
exploratory analyses conducted did offer some promise. First, these analyses revealed a 
significant main effect of Goal Fusion. Importantly, this is the firstempirical demonstration to 
link Goal Fusion with Self-Concept Clarity. Second, although not significant, the Goal Fusion × 
Feedback interaction did produce the predicted data pattern and may reach statistical significance 
with a larger sample. 
Limitations and Future Research 
Several limitations were present in this current study. The initial, proposed study included the 
three feedback conditions and in the end did not function as expected for the No Feedback group. 
This was a major limitation in that this group was created with the purpose of using it as a control 
comparison group. This group may not have acted in the predicted way for a number of reasons, 
all theoretical. First, perhaps those individuals who did not receive any feedback felt 




With neither positive nor negative feedback, they did not have the opportunity to use the 
evaluative information to assess their performance and, in part, themselves as the other two 
conditions. Second, the No Feedback group was not given the chance to use social comparison as 
the other two feedback groups. Because social comparison gives individuals crucial information 
on forming possible selves (see Suls, Martin, & Wheeler, 2002), the No Feedback group lacked 
any score or comparison information with others from the study.  
Another limitation related to the feedback in the current study was that I did not include a 
manipulation check that assessed whether participants believed their assigned feedback. Ayduk, 
Gyruk, and Luerssen (2009) found that it is possible for a person’s SCC to decrease when given 
rejection feedback. Therefore, it is crucial for participants to not only understand the gravity of 
the feedback information but also believe that it was real feedback. This limitation is two-fold. 
Firstly, I did not assess after the conclusion of the study whether partici n s believed their given 
feedback (if they received anything). Secondly, the instructions prior to the analytical 
questionnaire were perhaps too simple. By including a more in depth version of the instructions 
by, for example, citing a study that states how important the test the participan s are about to take 
is for the field of psychology then the participants might not only try harder but also be more 
affected by the feedback following the test.  
Another change that would recommend for any future study would be to change the gravity of the 
goal and relate it more to the target population. In the current study, the goal was “to learn 
psychology”. This goal is perhaps too simple or general in that it, in theory, should encompass 
every psychology major and also any student who wishes to perform well in a psychology course 
despite their major. If changes to the seriousness of the analytical test come in the form of more 
intense instructions and feedback, then I would also make the goal more serious. For example, 
one could make the goal to pursue a career in psychology or to get into a psycholog  graduate 




question like “are you planning to pursue a career in psychology?” or “are you planning on 
attending graduate school in psychology?” 
Among the changes listed in the limitations, I would like to see any future studie  conducted in 
this area focus more on psychology majors. Participants who were psychology majors made up a 
small proportion of the study’s sample (22.5%). I would expect that a study of strictly psychology 
majors paired with the more important instructions for the analytical questionnaire (i.e. that it is 
crucial for psychology graduate students) would result in a more dramatic effect than any found 
in the present study. 
Implications and Conclusions  
Previous research on the self-concept and SCC has not investigated the potential influence of 
Goal Fusion. The present area of research is thus a first step in ensuring that this crucial gap in the 
literature is addressed. Like those researchers who have investigated he inclusion of others (see 
Aron, Aron, & Smollan, 1992; Slotter, Gardner & Finkel, 2010; Swann, Gomez, Seyle, Morales, 
& Huici, 2009) this new area of research can spawn several future studis hat would not only 
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Project Title: A Performance Study of Psychology Students 
Investigator: Jessica Curtis & Dr. Ed Burkley 
Affiliation: Psychology Department, Oklahoma State University 
Purpose: To examine levels of performance on a common skill of psychology student .  
Procedures: You will be asked to complete a series of analytical questions and respond to other 
psychological measures (length: 60 min). 
Risks of Participation: There are no known risks associated with this project that are greater than 
those ordinarily encountered in daily life. It is possible that you may feel uncomfortable with the 
personal information you will be asked. 
Benefits: There are no direct benefits to participants. 
Confidentiality: Your responses are completely confidential and will in no way be associated with 
your name. The records of this study will be kept private. Any written results wil  discuss group 
findings and will not include information that will identify you. Research records will be stored 
securely in North Murray 018 for 5 years and only researchers and individuals responsible for 
research oversight will have access to the records. 
Compensation: You will receive 1 unit of research credit for participaton today. Your credit will 
be awarded through the online SONA system, and your instructor will receive a report by the end 
of the semester. Courses that participate in the online SONA system allow for comparable credit 
to be obtained through participation in non-research related activities. Contact your instructor for 




Contacts: Jessica Curtis (jessica.curtis@okstate.edu) is a Psychology graduate student under the 
supervision of Dr. Ed Burkley at Oklahoma State University. If you have any questions about this 
study, you may contact Dr. Edward Burkley at 744-6951 (ed.burkley@okstate.edu). If you have 
questions about your rights as a research volunteer, you may contact Dr. Shelia Kennison, IRB 
Chair, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK 74078, 405-744-3377 or irb@okstate.edu. 
Participant Rights: By checking below, you are indicating that your participation today is 
voluntary; you are free to withdraw at any time. You are also free to skip any question or task that 








Goal Fusion Questionnaire 
Please answer the following questions regarding the goal to learn psychology. 
Sometimes it feels like the goals we are pursuing are a part of who we are, that they are included 
in our self. With the goal of learning psychology in mind, please select the picture that best 










You have twenty minutes to complete the following questions. Please circle your answer on this 
sheet. 
1-3. In an experiment conducted at a laboratory, 160 white mice were injected with Serum D. 160 
other white mice were injected with a harmless sugar solution. In two weeks time 39% of the 
white mice, who were injected with Serum D contracted the highly contagious and ofte  fatal 
disease, jungle fever. Hence, it can be concluded that jungle fever is caused by some elements 
similar to the elements in Serum D.  
1. The above discussion would be weakened most severely in the case it is shown that  
A.  People contracting jungle fever are usually the victims of the bite of the South 
 American Lesser Hooded Viper.  
B.  One among the 160 white mice had already contracted jungle fever prior to the 
 laboratory experiment.  
C.  The natural habitats of white mice does not contain any of the elements fou d in Serum D.  
D.  The scientists administered the injections being ignorant of the cont nts of the 
 solutions used.  
E.  The 160 white mice used in the laboratory experiment were kept isolated from each other. 
  
2. The above argument would be highly empowered in the case it was shown that:  
A.  Some of the elements in Serum D are extracted from the root of a certain poisonous jungle 
 wildflower.  
B.  Within a period of two weeks about 40% of the white mice, who were injected with a 
 harmless sugar solution also contracted jungle fever.  
C.  Almost all the white mice died within a period of two days after the first symptoms appeared.  
D.  Normally the rate of jungle fever among white mice is less than 0.01%.  
E.  Invariably the blood of the victims of jungle fever victims contains a high level of a certain 
 toxic substance also found in serum D.  
 
3. Distribution of leaflets and delivering speeches on government property should be outlawed. 
Radicals and fanatics have no right to use public property when peddling their unsavory views.  
The argument above is based on which postulate  
A.  The general public has a special concern in the free exchange of different political views.  
B.  Radicals and fanatics prefer the use of public property while propagating their 
 viewpoint.  
C.  Every person who hands out leaflets and delivers speeches is a radical or fanatic.  
D.  Legal constraints which are applicable to one group need not be equally applicable to all.  
E.  Any political activity, which hinders the proper functioning of the governmnt should not be 





4-8. Two or more essences out of a stock of five essences-- L, M, N, O, and P are used in making 
all perfumes by a manufacturer. He has learned that for a blend of essences to be agreeable it 
should comply with all the rules listed below:  
• A perfume containing L, should also contain the essence N, and the quantity of N sh uld 
 be twice as that of L.  
• A perfume containing M must also have O as one of its components and they should be 
 in equal proportion.  
• A single perfume should never contain N as well as O.  
• O and P should not be used together.  
• A perfume containing the essence P should contain P in such a proportion that the total 
 amount of P present should be greater than the total amount of the other essence or 
 essences used.  
4. Among the following which is an agreeable formula for a perfume?  
A.  One part L, one part P  
B.  Two parts M, two parts L  
C.  Three parts N, three parts L  
D.  Four parts O, four parts M  
E.  Five parts P, five parts M  
 
5. Adding more amount of essence N will make which of the following perfumes agreable?  
A.  One part L, one part N, five parts P  
B.  Two parts M, two parts N, two parts P  
C.  One part M, one part N, one part P  
D.  Two parts M, one part N, four parts P  
E.  Two parts N, one part O, three parts P  
 
6. Among the following, the addition of which combination would make an un-agreeable perfume 
containing two parts N and one part P agreeable?  
A.  One part L  
B.  One part M  
C.  Two parts N  
D.  One part O  
E.  Two parts P  
 
7. Among the following which combination cannot be used together in an agreeable perfume 
containing two or more essences?  
A.  L and M  
B.  L and N  
C.  L and P  




E.  P and N  
 
8. Among the below mentioned formulas, which can be made agreeable by the eliminating some 
or all of one essence?  
A.  One part L, one part M, one part N, four parts P  
B.  One part L, two parts N, one part O, four parts P  
C.  One part L, one part M, one part O, one part P  
D.  Two parts L, two parts N, one part O, two parts P  







Analytical Performance Feedback Script 
Success Condition: 
The Analytical Questionnaire is designed to assess the skills required to being a good 
psychologist. The average psychology student at OSU scores an 80 (out of 100). Your score is a 
93. This score is significantly above that of the average OSU psychology student indicating that 
you possess desired analytical skills required for becoming a good psychologist. Approximately 
35% of OSU psychology students at this campus get a score of this value or more. 
Failure Condition: 
The Analytical Questionnaire is designed to assess the skills required to being a good 
psychologist. The average psychology student at OSU scores an 80 (out of 100). Your score is a 
67. This score is significantly below that of the average OSU psychology student indicating that 
you do not possess the desired analytical skills required to be a good psychologist. Approximately 
35% of OSU psychology students at this campus get a score of this value or less. 
No Feedback Condition: 
*The researcher will continue with the remaining materials of the experiment without revealing 







Self-Concept Clarity (SCC) Scale 
1. My beliefs about myself often conflict with one another. 
2. On one day I might have one opinion of myself and on another day I might have a different 
opinion. 
3. I spend a lot of time wondering about what kind of person I really am. 
4. Sometimes I feel that I am not really the person I appear to be. 
5. When I think about the kind of person I have been in the past, I’m not sure what I was really 
like. 
6. I seldom experience conflict between the different aspects of my personality. 
7. Sometimes I think I know other people better than I know myself. 
8. My beliefs about myself seem to change very frequently. 
9. If I were asked to describe my personality, my description might end up being different from 
one day to another day. 
10. Even if I wanted to, I don’t think I could tell someone what I’m really like. 
11. In general, I have a clear sense of who I am and what I am. 







Identity Disturbance Scale 
1. I don’t really know how I feel about myself. 
2. My sense of who I am often changes. 
3. I sometimes wonder who I really am. 
4. I can be so different with different people that it’s like I’m not the same person. 
5. I can be so different with different people that I wonder who I am. 
6. I tend to feel like I don’t belong with anyone. 
7. I often feel like an outcast. 
8. At times I feel so ashamed that I want to be away from other people. 
9. I am often ashamed of my thoughts and feelings. 






Career/Major Self Concept Clarity Items 
1. My beliefs about myself as a psychology major often conflict with one another. 
2. On one day I might want to pursue a career in psychology and on another day I might have a 
different opinion. 
3. I spend a lot of time wondering if I want to pursue a psychology career. 
4. Sometimes I feel that I am not really the psychology student I appear to be. 
5. My beliefs about my choice of major change very frequently. 
6. If I were asked to describe my ideal career, my description might end up being different from 
one day to another day. 










What is your age (in years)? _____ 
What is your sex? 
 ___ Male 
 ___ Female 
Which group best describes you (you may select more than one option)? 
 ___ White 
 ___ African American/Black 
 ___ Latino/Latina/Hispanic 
 ___ Native American/Alaskan Native 
 ___ Asian/Pacific Islander 
 ___ Other 
What is your class ranking? 
 ___ Freshman 
 ___ Sophomore 
 ___ Junior 
 ___ Senior 
Are you a Psychology Major? 
 ___ Yes 
 ___ No, but I plan on declaring as one 
 ___ No. Please list your major________________________________ 
To protect your identity, we will create a personalized ID and use this number, inst ad of your 
name, to link your data. To create this ID code, we need you to provide the following 
information: 
What are your initials (the first letter of your first name and last letter of your last name)? __  __ 
What is your birthday date (Month, Day, and Year)? __ __ - __ __ - __ __ __ __ 








Thank you for participating in this study. The purpose of today’s study is to assess the degree to 
which individuals include their goals in their self-identity and how this inclusion affects one’s 
clarity of the self. The overlap of another person with an individual’s self-identity is an interesting 
concept and has been recently adapted into what is termed identity fusion. Fused individuals 
experience a blurred barrier between their self-identity and their group identity, which has been 
shown to cause high levels of extreme behaviors on behalf of the group if either identity is 
challenged. It is hypothesized that success or failure on the performance of a fused goal could 
alter a person’s self-concept clarity. Because of this, the researchers provided false feedback 
about your performance on the analytical questionnaire in order to create experim ntal conditions 
for success and failure. This deception was necessary to provide a sense of ither success or 
failure performance. The researchers of this study are interested in he emotional and behavioral 
effects of those individuals who are fused with the goal in comparison to those who are not. 
As researchers we understand that some aspects of this study may have caused you high anxiety 
and/or stress. Thus, we have provided you the contact information of all the student counseling 
services available on campus. If you have any concerns about your experience in this study, 
please refer to this information or see the researcher. 
Confidentiality is a big part of research. As we mentioned on the consent form, we maintain the 
confidentiality of our participants, but it is expected that participants maintain the confidentiality 
of the researchers as well. We will be conducting this research until the end of the semester so we 
ask that you not discuss this experiment with your friends or others who may participate in this 
study at a future date. You may unknowingly tell someone else who is scheduled to participate in 
this study, and this would ruin our findings. 
If you were interested by this research and wish to learn more about it and other related research, 
please contact Dr. Ed Burkley (414 NM, ed.burkley@okstate.edu). Jessica Curtis is a graduate 
student under the supervision of Dr. Edward Burkley. He will be happy to discuss this and any 
related projects with you. 
If you have questions or concerns about your rights as a research subject you may contact, 
anonymously if you wish, Dr. Shelia Kennison, IRB Chair, 219 Cordell North, Stillwater, OK 
74078, 405-744-3377 or irb@okstate.edu 






Without a doubt, college life is stressful.  Luckily, there is no need to feel alone.  There are many 
resources on the Oklahoma State Campus.  If you need advice about a personal situation or if you 
feel overly stressed, remember there is help! 
On Campus 
University Counseling Services  
316 Student Union (405) 744-5472 
http://www.okstate.edu/ucs/Counselingservice.htm 
 
OSU University Health Services 




Psychological Services Center   





Edwin Fair Community Mental Health Center 
712 Devon St 




Stillwater Interfaith Counseling 
306 W 7th Ave 
Stillwater, OK 74074 
(405) 624-5840 
 
Stillwater Domestic Violence Center 
115 E 4th Ave 




Rape Crisis Hotline 
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Scope and Method of Study: The purpose of the present study was to investigate the 
effect of negative feedback on self-concept clarity. The potential moderating 
effect of goal fusion was also explored. Participants completed the Goal Fusion 
questionnaire in regards to the goal to learn psychology. After completing a 20 
minute analytical questionnaire, participants were given false feedback about their 
performance. Finally, participants completed a series of questionnaires that 
included measures of self-concept clarity, identity disturbance, and major/career 
clarity. Demographics were recorded at the end of the study. 
 
Findings and Conclusions: It was found that individuals who were more fused with the 
goal to learn psychology and received successful feedback from their analytical 
questionnaire reported a clearer self-concept clarity than individuals at the same 
fusion level who received failure feedback. In conclusion, research on the self-
concept has not yet investigated the potential influence of Goal Fusion. The 
present study was thus designed to provide a first step in addressing this crucial 
gap in the literature.     
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
